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                                 Abstract 
The study analyzes a model that shows a relationship between procedural justice, distributive 
justice, affective commitment and work outcomes. The topics individually are extensively 
researched previously but affective commitment performing the role of mediation in the mix of 
the variables taken here in the model, has not yet been researched.  I proposed that affective 
commitment act as a mediator in the relationship between the justice types (procedural justice, 
distributive justice) and work outcomes (employee performance and turnover intention). A 
sample of 150 employees was taken from different departments of Peshawar University and I 
came up with the results that, procedural justice and distributive justice positively effects 
employee performance and negatively affects the turnover intention of the employees. A positive 
relationship corresponds to reside between the organizational justice types and affective 
commitment of the employees which was found to mediate the predictor (procedural justice, 
distributive justice) and criterion (employee performance) relationship but no mediation occurred 
in the turnover intention case. 
Key words: Procedural justice, Distributive justice, Affective commitment, Employee 
performance and Turnover intention. 
 
 
 
 
 
JULY-Dec 2017, VOL 3, ISSUE 2 JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT RESEARCH (JMR) 
 
193 
 
Introduction 
 Organizational justice has been explored and investigated in the Western countries for several 
decades. The western culture is striving for equality in the workplace and is moving towards it. 
They are trying their best to provide employees an environment where they can develop fair 
perceptions about their organization. However, in Pakistan this area is untouched and needs 
special attention from the researchers. An organization cannot achieve its goals and objectives 
until and unless it has effective and efficient employees, and it is only possible if they perceive 
that there is justice in the organization. It is noted and has been proved by many scholars that in 
order to develop favorable attitude towards the organization, employers must strive to establish 
organizational justice perceptions. If employees are treated justly, impartially and fairly 
compensated, then they will feel that they have invested at the right place and it will motivate 
and encourage them to invest their time, energy, experience and education in the organization 
(Janssen, Lam, and Huang, 2006).  
Another facet of today’s organizations is the development of commitment in the employees.  The 
willingness to keep organizational membership and to identify with it is commitment (Porter et 
al., 1974). Commitment has three different types that are ,affective, continuance, and normative 
commitment (Allen and Meyer, 1996; Meyer et al., 2002;). Among the three, affective 
commitment  has been given more importance lately, as mostly the estimates of organizational 
commitment emphasize on affective commitment (Colquitt et al., 2001) because it is an 
individual’s intrinsic drive that has more effect on his or her behavior according to the perception 
of justice (Price et al., 1976). Previous literature shows that, Organizational justice bears a 
positive link with the Organizational commitment (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Folger 
and Konovsky, 1989;). With organizational justice comes the affective commitment which affect 
the overall employee attitude, behavior and performance. (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). As far as a 
positive link between organizational justice and affective commitment is concerned, many 
scholars have researched it, whereas the effect of affective commitment, as a mediator on work 
outcomes in various contexts can also be witnessed. 
 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY:- 
With the increasing importance of organizational justice in the business area, it’s been widely 
researched these days. Organizations are striving to, prevail justice in the organization and to 
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have satisfied and motivated employees. The important objectives of this research are given 
below:- 
 To investigate the effect of organizational justice on job outcomes 
 To find the effect of organizational justice on affective commitment 
 To explore the mediating role of affective commitment on the link between 
organizational justice and job outcomes. 
 HYPOTHESES  
Hypothesis: 1:- Procedural justice bears a positive correspondence with employee performance 
and a negative with turnover intention. 
Hypothesis: 2:-Procedural justice has a positive relationship with affective commitment.  
Hypothesis: 3: Distributive justice corresponds to a positive relationship with employee 
performance and a negative relationship with turnover intention. 
Hypothesis 4: Affective commitment has a negative relationship with turnover. 
Hypothesis 5: Affective commitment bears positive relationship with employee job performance. 
Hypothesis: 6:  Affective commitment fully mediates the relationship between organizational 
justice and work outcomes. 
MODEL OF THE STUDY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organizational justice: 
Procedural Justice 
Distributive justice 
 
Affective 
Organizational 
Commitment 
Turn over Intention 
Employee 
Performance 
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METHODOLOGY 
Sample Selection: 
The sample that was selected for this study was the teachers of Peshawar University. The first 
reason behind selecting this sample was that, being teachers they better understand the variables 
of the study as well as the importance of a research for a researcher hence they give the survey 
full attention and cooperate to their fullest. Secondly being a student of this university it was 
easy for me to conduct the study here relatively in a short span of time. 
Sampling Strategy: 
The strategy that was selected to collect the data was Convenience sampling, which is obtaining 
sample according to the convenience of the researcher. This strategy was not only economical 
but practical as well. Relatively economical because being a student one cannot bear the cost of 
the expensive ways of collecting data. And was practical in the sense that because of the highly 
reserved system of other organizations and private institutes I could not make any arrangement 
for approaching the respondents and have a contact with them. So convenience sampling was 
used for the above mentioned reasons. 
Questionnaire: 
The questionnaire contained 25 items involving the two dimensions of organizational justice i.e. 
procedural justice and distributive justice, with affecting commitment, turnover intention and 
employee performance.  
Measures:  
All questions were measured as 5-point Likert formatted items i.e. strongly disagree, disagree, 
neutral, agree and strongly agree, the items were coded in a way such that a high score indicates 
a high amount of the specific construct. Items were worded to gauge the general extent of a 
participants feeling or believes.  
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DATA ANALYSIS 
Reliability Statistics 
Table: 1 Reliability Statistics 
Variables Cronbach’s  α N of Items 
Procedural Justice .838 7 
Distributive Justice .924 4 
Affective Commitment 
Employee Performance 
Employee Performance after deletion of 
item#7  
.854 
.634 
.684 
 
3 
8 
7 
Turnover intention .950 3 
 
Cronbach’s alpha which gives us the Inter-item reliability coefficient is shown above for 
different variables. To delete an item from questionnaire, Cronbach’s alphas ranged less than 
0.60 (Sekaran, 2003). As the employee performance value is a bit closer to it that is 0.634 
therefor after deletion of item number 7 it gives us a new value which is 0.684 which is better 
than the latter one. 
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Correlation Matrixes  
Table: 2 Correlation Matrixes 
 Pearson Correlation analysis was performed in the table below to show the relationship 
between independent and dependent variables. The table shows procedural justice, distributive 
justice, affective commitment, employee performance and turnover intention at p<.01. This 
further depicts that there exists significant positive relationship between procedural justice, 
distributive justice, affective commitment and employee performance and a negative relationship 
exists between independent variables (procedural justice, distributive justice, affective 
commitment) and  dependent variable (turnover intention ). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
**.Significant: 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Significant:  0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Regression Analysis between Procedural Justice and Employee Performance 
The research study carried out regression analysis to find out the impact of the predictor 
variables (procedural justice, distributive justice) on dependent variable (employee performance 
and turnover intention) with affective commitment as a mediator. The multiple regression model 
that was used for the analysis is as under:  
Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
Where Y is the dependent variable including (employee performance and turnover intention)  
α is constant 
 X is the independent variable (procedural justice and distributive justice) 
 meanpj meandj meanac meanep meanti 
Meanpj 
 
Meandj 
 
Meanac 
 
Meanep 
 
Meanti  
_ 
 
 
.713** 
 
.628** 
 
 
.238* 
 
-.560** 
 
 
_ 
 
.707** 
 
 
.204* 
 
-.649** 
 
 
 
 
_ 
 
.181 
 
-.801** 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
 
-.110 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
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 Β, the regression coefficient affect the predictor and criterion variable either positively or 
negatively.  
EP= α + β1PJ + ε………………… (a)  
EP is the employee performance (criterion variable) β1PJ is Procedural justice (predictor 
variable). 
Table: 3 Model Summary  
 
 
 
 
 
The Regression coefficient “R” = .238 or 23% which shows that 23% relationship is there 
between (predictor) and (criterion). “R2” (The coefficient of determination) = .056 that means 
that 5.6% of variation in the employee performance (criterion variable) is due to procedural 
justice (predictor). 
Table 4: ANOVA 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression .849     1 .849 6.338 .013a 
Residual 14.197 106 .134   
Total 15.046 107    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanpj    
b. Dependent Variable: meanep 
 
    
The value of F is 6.338 and it is less than P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level. This pertains 
to the fact that that the regression model that we have here is statistically significant, valid and 
fit.  
 
 
 
 
 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .238a .056 .048 .36597 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanPj  
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Table 5: Coefficients 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t    Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 3.311 .187  17.668 .000 
Meanpj .140 .056 .238 2.517 .013 
a. Dependent Variable: meanep 
 
   
The table shows that for procedural justice (β1) = .238 that entail that if predictor i.e. procedural 
justice increases by one percent the employee performance will also increase by 23% provided 
that other variables are controlled. The value of T is 2.517 which is significant at .013 showing 
that the alternate hypothesis i.e. “procedural justice (predictor) positively affects the employee 
performance (criterion)” should be accepted. 
Regression Analysis between Procedural Justice and Turnover Intention 
Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
TI= α + β2PJ + ε………………… (b)  
Where TI is the dependent variable, β2PJ= Procedural justice is the independent variable. 
Table 6: Model Summary 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .560a   .313 .307 .95153 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanpj  
 
“R” = .560 showing that 56% relationship exist between (predictor) and (criterion). The 
coefficient of determination “R2” = .313 which means 31% of variation in turnover intention is 
due to procedural justice. 
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Table 7:  ANNOVA 
Model Sum of Squares       df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 44.988          1 44.988 49.689 .000a 
Residual 98.689           109 .905   
Total 143.678 110    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanpj    
b. Dependent Variable: meanti     
F is 49.68 and it is less than P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level. This shows that the 
regression model is statistically significant, valid and fit.  
 
 
Table 8: Coefficients 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
             t             Sig. B Std. Error          Beta 
1 (Constant) 5.998 .485  12.358 .000 
meanpj -1.011 .143 -.560 -7.049  .000 
a. Dependent Variable: meanti    
The regression coefficient for procedural justice (β2) = -.560 which means that a percent increase 
in procedural justice decreases turnover intention by 56% provided that all the other variables are 
controlled. T value is -7.09 which is significant at .000 showing that the alternate hypothesis i.e. 
“procedural justice negatively affect turnover intention” should be accepted. 
Regression Analysis between Procedural Justice and Affective Commitment 
 Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
AC= α + β3PJ + ε………………… (c)  
Where AC is the dependent variable, β3PJ= Procedural justice is the independent variable 
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Table 9: Model Summary  
 
 
 
 
 
The Regression coefficient “R” = .628 showing that 62% relationship resides between (predictor) 
and (criterion). The coefficient of determination “R2” = .394 showing that 39% of variation in 
affective commitment is due to procedural justice. 
 
Table 10:  ANNOVA 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 
31.696 1 31.696 70.941 .000a 
Residual 48.701 109 .447   
Total 80.396 110    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanpj    
b.Dependent Variable: meanac 
 
    
F is 70.94 and it is less than P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level, showing that the 
regression model is statistically significant, valid and fit.  
Table 11: Coefficients 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t           Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) .998 .341  2.928 .004 
meanpj .849 .101 .628 8.423 .000 
a. Dependent Variable: meanac    
The regression coefficient for procedural justice (β3) is .628 that entail that if there occurs a one 
percent increase in procedural justice affective commitment will increases by 62% provided 
other variables are controlled. T value is 8.423 and is significant at .000 showing that the 
alternate hypothesis “procedural justice positively affect the affective commitment” should be 
accepted. 
Regression Analysis between Distributive Justice and Employee Performance 
Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
EP= α + β4DJ + ε………………… (d)  
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .628a .394 .389 .66843 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanpj  
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Where EP is the dependent variable, β4DJ= Distributive justice is the independent variable 
Table 12: Model Summary 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .204a .042       .033 .37571 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meandj  
 
The Regression coefficient “R” = .204 or 20% showing that 20% relationship resides between 
(predictor) and (criterion). The coefficient of determination “R2” = .042 showing that 4.2% of 
variation in employee performance is due to distributive justice. 
Table 13:  ANNOVA 
Model Sum of Squares         df Mean Square         F          Sig. 
1 Regression .658              1 .658 4.664 .033a 
Residual 15.104 107 .141   
Total 15.763 108    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meandj    
b. Dependent Variable: meanep     
F is 4.664 and it is less than P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level, showing that the 
regression model is statistically significant, valid and fit.  
Table 14: Coefficients 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t            Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 3.523 .125  28.104 .000 
Meandj .077 .036           .204        2.160 .033 
a. Dependent Variable: meanep    
The regression coefficient for distributive justice (β4) =.204 showing that a percent increase in 
distributive justice increases employee performance by 20% provided that other variables are 
controlled. T value is 2.160 and is significant at .033 showing that the alternate hypothesis 
“distributive justice (predictor) positively affect the employee performance (criterion)” should be 
accepted. 
Regression Analysis between Distributive Justice and Turnover Intention 
Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
TI= α + β5DJ + ε………………… (e)  
JULY-Dec 2017, VOL 3, ISSUE 2 JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT RESEARCH (JMR) 
 
203 
 
Where TI is the dependent variable, β5DJ= Distributive justice is the independent variable 
Table 15: Model Summary 
 
 
 
 
 
“R” = .649 or 64% showing that 64% relationship resides between (predictor) and (criterion). 
The coefficient of determination “R2” = .422 showing that 42% of changes in turnover intention 
is due to procedural justice. 
Table 16:  ANNOVA 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 61.385 1 61.385 80.256 .000a 
Residual 84.135 110 .765   
Total 145.520 111    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meandj    
b. Dependent Variable: meanti     
F is 80.256 and it is less than P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level. , implying that the 
regression model is statistically significant, valid and fit. 
Table 17:  Coefficients 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 5.104 .286  17.831 .000 
meandj -.730 .081 -.649 -8.959 .000 
a. Dependent Variable: meanti    
 
The regression coefficient for distributive justice (β5) = -.649, showing that a percent rise in 
procedural justice decreases turnover intention by 64% provided that other variables are 
remained controlled. T value is -8.95 and is significant at .000, showing that the alternate 
hypothesis “distributive justice (predictor) negatively affect the turnover intention (criterion)” 
should be accepted.  
Regression Analysis between Affective Commitment and Turnover Intention 
Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .649a .422 .417 .87456 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meandj  
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TI= α + β6AC + ε………………… (f)  
Where TI is the dependent variable, β6AC= Affective commitment is the independent variable. 
Table 18: Model Summary 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .801a .642 .639 .68808 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanac  
Coefficient “R” = .801 showing 80% relationship resides between (predictor) and (criterion). The 
coefficient of determination “R2” = .642, showing that 64% of variation in turnover intention is 
due to affective commitment. 
Table 19:  ANNOVA 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 93.440 1 93.440 197.358 .000a 
Residual 52.080 110 .473   
Total 145.520 111    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanac    
b. Dependent Variable: meanti     
 
F is 197.358 and it is less than P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level, implying that the regression 
model is statistically significant, valid and fit. 
Table 20: Coefficients 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
             t            Sig.         B         Std. Error          Beta 
1 (Constant) 6.768 .300  22.535 .000 
meanac -1.078 .077 -.801 -14.048 .000 
a. Dependent Variable: meanti    
 
Regression coefficient for affective commitment (β6) = -.801 showing that a percent increase in 
affective commitment decreases turnover intention by 80% provided other variables are 
controlled. The T value is -14.04 and is significant at .000, implying that the alternate hypothesis 
“affective commitment negatively affect turnover intention” should be accepted. 
Regression Analysis between Affective Commitment and Employee Performance 
Y = α+βX+ε……….. (1)  
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EP= α + β7AC + ε………………… (g)  
Where EP is the dependent variable, β7AC= Affective commitment is the independent variable 
Table 21: Model Summary 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .181a .033 .024 .37746 
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanac 
 
 
 Coefficient “R” = .181 or 18% showing that 18% relationship resides between (predictor) and 
(criterion). The coefficient of determination “R2” = .033 showing that 3.3% of variation in 
employee performance is due to affective commitment. 
Table 22:  ANNOVA 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression .518 1 .518 3.632 .059a 
Residual 15.245 107 .142   
Total 15.763 108    
a. Predictors: (Constant), meanac    
b. Dependent Variable: meanep  
 
   
F is 3.632 and it is equal to P ≤ 0.05 that shows significance level, implying that the regression 
model is statistically significant, valid and fit. 
Table 23: Coefficient 
Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
            t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 3.473 .166  20.923 .000 
Meanac .081 .042 .181 1.906 .059 
a. Dependent Variable: meanep 
 
   
The regression coefficient for affective commitment (β7) = .181 implying that a percent increase 
in affective commitment increases employee performance by 18% provided that other variables 
are controlled. The T value is 1.906 and is significant at .059, showing that the alternate 
hypothesis “affective commitment (predictor) positively affect the employee performance 
(criterion)” should be accepted.  
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Testing for Mediation 
Regression analysis was used to examine the hypothesized relationship among the specified 
variables. According to Barron and Kenny (1986), the mediation between variables must be 
according to the following conditions:  
1. Mediating variable must show a relationship with the criterion variable. 
2. Mediating and predictor variables must show a relationship with the criterion variable. 
3. Mediator variable and independent variable when are simultaneously added in regression 
model through regression analysis the relationship between criterion and predictor 
variable become insignificant. 
Regression Analysis for testing Mediation  
Table: 24 Coefficients  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dependent variable: meanEp 
 
 
Model B sig 
(Constant) 
Meanpj 
Meandj 
3.320 
.118 
.019 
.000 
.149 
.714 
After the addition of 
mediator  
  
 
(constant) 
Mean ac 
 
3.472 
.079 
 
.000 
.060 
 
(Constant) 
Meanac 
Meanpj 
Meandj 
 
 
3.303 
.015 
.113 
.012 
 
.000 
.815 
.182 
.840 
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The table given above shows the values of two cases: 
 When no mediator was taken in between independent (procedural and distributive justice)   
and dependent variable (employee performance). 
 When mediator was taken between the criterion and predictor variable 
In the first scenario we can see that the value of mean of procedural justice and mean of 
distributive justice are .118 and .019 respectively when their effect was found on 
employee performance.  But when mediator was taken in the second case, both of the 
values mean of procedural justice and mean of distributive justice reduced i.e. they 
became .113 and .012 showing the fact that when mediator was included into the 
relationship it became insignificant hence showing the effect of mediation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dependent variable meanTOI 
This table also gives us the result of the two cases when: 
Model B sig 
(Constant) 
Meanpj 
Meandj 
5.717 
-.323 
-.597 
.000 
.081 
.000 
After the addition of 
mediator  
  
 
(constant) 
Mean ac 
 
6.767 
-1.081 
 
.000 
.000 
 
(Constant) 
Meanac 
Meanpj 
Meandj 
 
 
6.813 
-.909 
-.013 
-.196 
 
.000 
.000 
.929 
.054 
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 When no mediator was taken in between predictor (procedural and distributive justice) 
and criterion variable (turnover intention). 
 When mediator was taken between the dependent and independent variable 
In the first scenario we can see that the value of mean of procedural justice and mean of 
distributive justice are -.323 and -.597 respectively when their effect was found on turnover 
intention. But when mediator was taken in the second case, both of the values mean of 
procedural justice and mean of distributive justice increased i.e. they became -.013 and -.196 
showing no effect of mediation. Hence in this second case we got no mediation. 
 
In short, we have two cases, in the employee performance case mediation played its part 
but in the turnover intention case the mediator (affective commitment) had no effect on 
the relationship between criterion and predictor variable.  
CONCLUSION 
             The data which was obtained from the faculty of university of Peshawar, taking that as 
base this study reports the findings that examined the relationship between three different 
constructs (justice types, affective commitment and work outcomes. The results, (β1) = .238 and 
(β2) = -.560, supported the first hypothesis that, procedural justice corresponds positively 
towards employee performance and negatively towards turnover intention. Our result (β3) =.628 
supported the second hypothesis that procedural justice corresponds positively towards affective 
commitment. The third hypothesis, “distributive justice corresponds positively towards employee 
performance negatively towards turnover intention” is also supported by the result i.e. (β4) =.204 
(employee performance) and (β5) = -.649 (turnover intention. Hypothesis 4 and 5 (affective 
commitment corresponds positively towards employee performance and negatively towards 
turnover intention) were proved by the results (β6) = -.801 (turnover intention) and (β7) = .181. 
Hypothesis 6, which entails that Affective commitment perform the role of a mediator between 
organizational justice and work outcomes, the data supported it for the employee performance 
part but not for the turnover intention. 
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